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COMPARING ACTUAL AND PREDICTED DROPOUT RATES
TO EVALUATE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

e

At the end of 1990, personnel in the Austin Independent School
Districts (AISD) Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE)
made an extensive search for reports on effective dropout pro-
grams. Over 60 calls were made to school systems around the
country to request copies of reports on effective dropout preven-
tion practices. The net result was three studies that were based
upon formal evaluation practice thatdocumented success. Each
of these three reports included some data that showed an impact
on the actual dropout rate of a group of students. Ofthe dozens
of other reports received, the major shortcoming was the lack of
any measure of the dropout rate. Most did measure related
factorssuchas attendance, achievement, attitudes, participation
rates, but they failed to measure the ultimate criterion toward
which they all were designed to work--reduction of the dropout
rate.

This was not only surprising but also disappointing. As much
emphasis as is now being placed upon graduation from high
school, we expected more school systems to have clearly defined
methods for reporting dropout rates and for evaluating their
prevention efforts based upon those rates. This search for
successful practices further motivated us to pursue the method-
ology described in this paper for the evaluation of dropout
prevention programs.

The ultimate criterion on which a dropout prevention program
should be evaluated has to be the dropout or graduation rate of
the program participants. However, practicaily, we often need
interim measures that indicate program effectiveness or meas-
ures that at least tell us whether a student’s levels on character-
istics that are typically associated with dropping out are improv-
ing. From this perspective, we can create a hierarchy of criteria
for evaluating dropout prevention programs.

As we evaluate new programs, we typically rely upon the crite-
rion of partial success or criteria associated with success for
short-term indications of impact. If the evaluation never goes
beyond these criteria, then the evaluator has not provided ar
adequate assessment of the program's true viability.

As we work with the criterion of partial success to determine if
students stayed in school longer than they would have without
the program, and with the criteria associated with success to
determine if the factors associated with dropping out are being
improved, we necd to be able to compare alternative programs
cquitably.

Frazer & Ligon

Ukimate Critevion of Success:

ARkernative Critevion of Success:

Critsrion of Partial Success:

Criteria Associated with Success:

CRITERIA
FOR EVALUATING
DROFPOUT PREVENTION PROGRAMS

Did the students cam
a high schoot diploma?

Did the students cam
an equivalent to 2 high
school diploma, or
enter college, or
coinplete training in

a vocationa! program?

Did the students stay in
schoot longer (earn more
credits) than they would
have without the program?

Did the students’ at-
risk factors become
less negative? (For
example: If attendance
is correfated with
graduating, then did
the students’ average
daily attendance ratcs

improve?)




FIGURE 1

Frazer & Ligon

H.B. 1010: THE STATE AT-RISK CRITERIA

H.B. 1010, passed by the Texas State
Legislature in 1986 and taking effect
September 1, 1987, relate: to reducing the
number of students who drop out of
public school Section 4 (f) of this bill
siates:

For the purposes of this section, “student
at risk of dropping out of school” includes
each student in grade levels seven through
12 who is under 21 years of age and who:

(1) was not advanced from one grade
level to the next two or more
school years;

(2) has mathematics or reading skills
- that are two or more years below
v grade level;

(3) did not maintain an average

equivalent to 70 on a scale of 100
in tWo or more courses during a
semester, of is nOt maintaining
such an average in two or more
courses in the current semester,
and is not expected to graduate
within four years of the date the
student begins the ninth grade; or

(4) did not perform satisfactorily on an
assessment instrument admini-
stered under Section 21.551(a) of
this code in the seventh, ninth, or

Grades 7-12
19 TAC 75.195(c} (1) - (4)

Below 21 years of age and meet one or
more of the following:

(1) has not been promoted one or
more times in grades 1-6 based on
academic criteria established in
subsections (a) and (b) of this
section and continues to be unable
10 master the essentiat clements in
the 7th or higher grade tevel;

(2) is two or more years below grade
level in reading or mathematics;

(3) has failed at least two courses in
one of more semesters and is not
expected to graduate within four
years of the time the student
entered the 9th grade; or

(4) has failed one or more of the
reading, writing, or mathematics
sections of the most recent
TEAMS test beginning with the
seventh grade.

H.B. 1010 amended the Texas Education Code (TEC) guidelines which are contained ip the
Texns Administrative Code (TAC). Provisions in both the TEC snd TAC must be implemented

as law.

A stodent who meets one or mare of these criteria shall be identified as at risk. A student does
not have to meet sl foour criteris to be considered at risk.

Grades 7-12
TEC21.557(O)

Under 21 years of age and who:

(1) was not advanced from one grade
level to the next two or more
school years;

(2) has mathematics or reading skills
that are two or more years below
grade level;

(3) did not maintain an average
equivalent to 70 on a scale of 100
_ intwo Or more courses in the
" current semester, an3 is not
expected to graduate: within four
years of the date the student
begins the ninth grade; or

(4) did not perform satisfactorily on an
assessment instrument adminin-
stered under Section 21.551(a) of
this code in the seventh, ninth, or
twelfth grade.

\_ twelfth grade. -
) 4 Grades 7-12 )
Options! criterts for identifying at-risk TEC 11.205 (c}
students, grades £-12, are also included as Optional criteria:
follows:
*adjudged delinquent;
* abuses drugs/alcohot;
* limited English proficiency
Grades 1-12 * receives compensatory or remedial
19 TAC 75.195 (c) (5) instruction;
Optionat criteria: *sexually, physically, or psychologi-
cally abused,
¢ pregnant;
* environmental factors, * sfow learner;
¢ familial facrors, *underachiever;
* economic factors, *enrolis late in school vear;
* social factors, * stops attending schoot before the
* developmental factors, end of the school year;
* other psychosocial factors where *unmotivated; or
such factor contributes to the * other characteristics that indicate
students’ inability to progress the student is at high risk of
academicatly. dropping out.
e /
3 ¥
Qo 1)




Frazer & Ligon

FIGURE 2
Definitions of Risk Category Codes
Risk Risk
Category Factore Definition
1 Age Student is two or more years older than expected for the grade love!
2 Read Ach Student scored two or more years below grade level in resding on a norm-referenced,
standardized achiovemant test (either the lown Tests of Basic Skills or the Tests of
Achisvement and Proficiency)
3 Math Ach Student scored two or more years below grade lsve! in mathematics on a noim-
referenced, standardized achievement test (either the ITBS or the TAP)
4 2Fs Student failed at least two courses during a semester
5 TEAMS Read Student failed the reading section on the most recent administration of the stata-
mandated, criterion-referenced Taxas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills
(TEAMS) (gradss 7 and 9 only)
8 TEAMS Math Student falled the mathematics section of the TEAMS
7 TEAMS Lang Student failed the language arts section of the Exit-Level TEAMS (grades 11 and 12
only}
8 TEAMS WRITE Student falled the writing section of the TEAMS (Grades 7 and 9 only)
¢ TEAMS W COMP | Student failed only the writing composition portion of the TEAMS Writinig test (grades
7 and 9 only)
10 Age, Read Ach Student is two or more yeares older than expected for the grade level and scored two
or Math Ach or more years below grade [sve! in reading or mathematics on the ITBS or TAP
11 Age, 2F's Student is two or more years older than expacted for the grade level and failad at
least two courses during a somester
12 Age, TEAMS (any) | Student is two or more years older than expscted for the grade level and failod at loast
one of the sections of the TEAMS
13 Math Ach or Student scored two or more years beiow grade leve! in mathematics or reading on the
Read Ach & 2F's | [TBS or the TAP and failed at teast two courses during a semester
14 Math Achor Student scored two of more years below grade level in mathematics or reading on the
Read Ach & {TBS or the TAP and failed at loast one of the sections of the TEAMS
TEAMS (any)
15 2Fs, Studant falled at least two coursas during a semester and failed at isast one of the
TEAMS (any) sections of the TEAMS
16 Age, Math Ach Student is two or more years older than expected for the grade lavel, scored two or
of Read Ach, more yasrs below grade level in mathematics or reacting on the ITBS or the TAP, and
&2Fs and failoc! at loast two courses during a semester
17 Age, Math Ach Student is two or more years older than expected for the grade level. socred two or
or Read Ach, more yeass below grade lavel in mathematics or reading on the ITBS or the TAP, and
&TEAMS (any) failed at least one of the sectior.s of the TEAMS
18 Age, 2 Fs, & Student is two or more years older than expected for the grade iovel, faited at least
TEAMS (any) one of the sections of the TEAMS
16 Age, Math Ach or | Student is twe or more years older than expected for the grade level, scored two or
Read Ach, 2F"s, | more years below grade leve! in mathematics or reading on the [TBS or the TAP,
& TEAMS {any) failed at iaast two courses during a semester, and faited at least one of the sactions
of the TEAMS
20 Math Ach & Student scored two or more years below grade level in mathematics and in reading
Reading Ach on the [TBS or the TAP
2t TEAMS (two) Student failed at laast two ssctions of the TEAMS.
7 Math Ach or Student scored two or more years balow grade lave! in mathematics or reading on the
Read Ach, 2 F's, ITBS or the TAP, failed at least two sourses during a somaester. and failed at least one
&TEAMS (any)

of the sactions of thengS.
4




Afterobtaining adropout risk probability foreach student in the
District in grades 7-12, a predicted dropout rate can be obtained
for a group. Summing the dropout risk probability for each
student in the group and dividing by the total N in the group
provides a group dropout risk probability for anydefined group.
This procedure can be extended to any number of groups one
wishes to define or any type of group one wishes to define, such
as grade level orindividual campuses. From thisinitialinforma-
tion a predicted dropout rate can be abtained for a group which
is then compared with the actual dropout rate for that group.
Let's look at two examples.

EXAMPLE PROGRAM A (An x indicates student isatrisk ina
category.)

[ Risk | Risk | Actual
Students Age Fs [CRT | NRT |[Group ([Factor |Status
Number1 x k 3036 IN
Number 2 x x 10 24 IN
Number3 | x x it 28 j our
Number 4 x x 12 45.78 | OUT
Number $ x x x is 31.70 IN

Mean Risk Factor 3419
34.19 X § Students = 1.7 Predicted Droponts
¥ 2.¢ Actusl Dropouts/ 1.7 Predicted Dropouts = 1.18 J

Therefore, Example Program A would be credited with a drop-
out rate that is 118% of its predicted rate.

EXAMPLE PROGRAM B

( R T
Students Age F's |CRT | NRT | Group | Foctor | Statue
Nwmber 1 X x 12 48.78 IN
Number 2 X x 12 48.78 IN
Number 3 X x 12 4578 | OUT
Number 4 3 x 12 4578 | OUT
Number § x x 12 45.78 IN

Mean Risk Factor 45.75
45,75 X § Students = 2.3 Predicted Brojnuts
2.0 Actuat Dropouts / 2.3 Predicted Dropouts = 0.87

- J

Therefore, Example Program B would be credited with a drop-
out rate that is 87% of its predicted rate.

Frazer & Ligon
When Programs A and B are compared with each other, the
evaluation would conclude that Program B is more effective,
because it served students who were at higher risk of dropping
out and kept them in school at the same rate as did Program A.

Obviously, because students drop out in whole numbers and
these predicted rates are calculated in fractions of students, the
larger a program is, the more logical this type of comparison
becomes. In the example above, Program A has a predicted
dropout rate of 1.7 students. Either 1.00r2.0(or any other whole
number up to 5.0) students could actually drop out; therefore,
the program cannot match its predicted rate, but must beoveror
under.

A more perplexing issue is whether within the risk groups
programs are selecting for service those students that are at
greaterrisk than their group peers. For instance, a program that
targets those students who have recently decided todropout and
tries to keep them in or bring them back might be serving
students whose true predicted dropout rate is close to 100%
rather than what would be predicted using the at risk group's
dropout rates. These “crisis intervention™ programs may be less
appropriately evaluated using this methodology than are those
programs that enroll students at the beginning of a scmester or
school year.

MODIFICATIONS

S e —— e ——————— P e

This procedure was first used in 1988-89 to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of 11 dropout prevention programs serving siudents in
grades 9-12 and eight dropout prevention programs serving
students in grades 7-8. Dropout risk probabilities were deter-
mined for each student as of the end of the school year. From
that, a predicted dropout rate for each group was determined
and compared to the actual (obtained) dropout rate. See
Figure 3.

We were left with several questions after this initial application.
Were the dropout risk rates different for highschooland middle
school students? Was it legitimate to compare fall-only pro-
grams and spring-only programs using dropout risk probabili-
ties calculated as of the end of the sixth sixweeks? Furthermore,
keeping students in school during the school year is one thing.
We also need for them to return the following fallif they have not
graduated. What were the dropout rates as of the end of a
calendar year? How did the programs compare with each other
then?

-1




Frazer & Ligon
FIGURE $
1988-89 Dropout Rates for Selected Programs,
Predicted, Obtained, and Obtcined as Percent of Predicted

4 N
GRADES 9-12
FALL 1988 SPRING 1989

Predicted Obtained Obtained Predicted Obiained Obtained

Dropout Dropout % of Dropout Dropout % of
Program N Rate Rate Predicted N Rate Rate Predicted
CIS N/A NA N/A N/A 130 6.72 6.9 102.7
CVAE 464 14.29 244 170.7 627 10.15 6.1 60.1
GRAD 813 1345 378 2810 1,163 10.96 316 2883
e 51 11.09 122 1100 46 7.65 43 54.8
Mentor N/A  N/A N/A N/A 38 3.30 0 0
PAL e L2 d e L J 122 7‘26 0.8 11.0
PEAK N/A  NA N/A N/A 86 8.31 5.8 69.8
Rice 86 13.82 314 227.2 192 10.10 14.1 139.6
Robbins 186 12.99 23.7 1824 239 9.93 12.1 121.9
TAP 48 12.14 16.7 1376 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
Zenith 28 19.57 429 219.2 57 13.42 1.8 134

Note to Readers: The authors realize these programs names and acronyms are too cryptic for most readers. These lists are
included to be illustrative of the numbers and range of programs evaluated.

( B
GRADES 7-8 ‘
FALL 1988 SPRING 1989
Predicted Obtained Obtained Predicted Obuained Obtained
Dropout Dropout % of Dropout Dropout % of
Program N Rate Rate Predicted N Rate Rate Predicted
AlP 219 1195 8.7 72.8 206 12.07 1.5 12.4 |
CIs N/A N/A N/A N/A 9 7.60 1.0 13.2
CVAE 155 774 26 336 124 7.52 0 0 |
PAL .o oe .. .e 166 10.59 1.2 1.3 s
Rice 1 2009 24.2 1204 196 14.66 0 0 ;
Robbins 70 2226 30.0 134.8 45 30.72 356 115.9 !
TAP 39 1100 17.9 162.7 12 24.05 30.8 128.1 !
WIN 144 1040 a2 402 78 8.86 117 132.1 |
N , /

* Number of students is too small for analysis.
** Incomplete data,

N/A = Not applicable. Program began service in spring, 1988. CIS service may have been yearlong, but data were not provided
until spring

8




With these questions in mind, after that first experience, it was
decided to undertake three modifications:

Modification 1: Probability by separate grade span
Modification 2: Probability by semester
Modification 3: Probability by individual campus

The first modificatior of the procedure was to derive the drop-
out risk probability for grades 9-12 separate from grades 7-8.
The next modification was to have the dropout risk probabilities
calculated differently for fall or year-long programs fromspring-
only programs.

Fall and year-long programs now have a dropout risk probabil-
ity calculated for the end of the fall semester. for the ¢nd of the
school year, and for theend of the calendar year based on the fall
enrollment. Separate calculations are prepared for grades 9-12
and grades 7-8. See Figure 4 and S.

Spring programs now have a dropout risk probability calculaied
for the end of the springsemester and, inorder to reflect suntraer
dropouts, calculated as of October. Both calculations are based
on spring enrollment. Separate calculations are prepared for
grades 9-12 and grades 7-8. Figure 6and 7.

The final modification was to apply this procedure to the individ-
ualschool campuses. We knew there were differences in actual
dropout rates between campuses. Were there differences in the
predicted dropout rates between camipuses? How well were the
campuses working with their assigned population? Were some
campuses more effective in kecping students in school?

When we applied the procedure to ait campuses, we discovered
the need for a risk probability value for students who are not at
risk. These students do not have the value 0. Giving those
studentsavatue of Owould underpredict the rumber of dropouts
forany group havingeven one not-at-risk student. Studentswho
are not atrisk do drop out. Therefore, they have the value of the
number of students not at risk who dropped out divided by the
number enrolled who are not at risk. This value varies by
semester and grade level.

DATA SOURCES

Data for the study werc drawn from AISD files of at-risk stu-
dents, dropout files from the end of each six-week period of the
school year, and from a seven-year longitudinal dropout file
maintained by ORE. The longitudinal dropout file contains for
each student the student’s dropout status in each school year, as
well as other basic information. The at-risk files contain for each
at-risk student the reason(s) for being at risk as well as other
basic information.

° Frazer & Ligon
RESULTS
m—-m@

e ———

Will rates differ {f calculated separately for students in grades 9-12
and for students in grades 7-8?

In 1988-89 there were 941 students in grades 7-12 at risk in risk
category 1. Of thuse, 361 dropped out for a risk rate of 30.4%.
We recalculated for grades 9-12 and for grades 7-8.

4 At-Risk Studen. Dropouts % \
Grades 7-12 941 361 84
Grades 9-12 710 30 43.7
Grades 78 231 St 221
\- J

As you cansee, the recalculations display quite dramatically that
the original calculation had given numbers which, when applied
to programs, had the potential to overpredict greatly the number
of dropouts for middle school and greatly underpredict the
number of dropouts for high school.

Will rates differ if calculated separately for spring and fall?

For 1989-90we calculated for spring and fall separately also. To
simplify matters for illustrative purposes, let’s look at the results
of this separate calculation using the combined nembers for
grades 7-12 for risk category 1.

e
Grades 7-12 )
At-Risk Students Dropouts %
Fall, End of Fali 1,921 183 17.92
Fall, End of Year 1,021 310 30.36
Spring, End of Spring 720 127 17.64
N\ /

Note that the number of at-risk students changes from fall to
spring. Thisdecline inenroliment occurs because somestudents
dropped out and others transferred out of the District during the
fall.

Dividing the number of dropouts during thespring by the spring
enrolimentyieldsa risk factor of 17.64% (127/720) to be used for
those students enrolled in spring-only programs. Note that the
17.64% for dropouts in the spring (one semester) compares to
the 17.92% who dropped out in the fall (one semester).
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FIGURE 4

DROPOUTS AS FUNCTION OF AT-RISK STATUS
STUDENTS ENROLLED FALL 1989-90,

GRADES 9.12
4 )
END OF FALL SEMESTER END OF SCHOOL YEAR AS OF OCTOBER, 1990
Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts
Risk Category Dropouts® % of Risk Dropouts®* % of Risk Dropouts®** % of Risk
1989-90 Enrcliment 1989-9¢ Category 1989-90 Category 1989-90 Category
1 765 158 203 249 326 247 323
2 482 7 1.5 23 48 12 25
3 N 3 i1 12 44 i6 59
4 560 & 1.6 66 118 62 111
5 117 4 34 9 77 7 6.0
6 119 2 1.7 9 7.6 10 84
7 4 0 111 0 00 0 00
8 241 8 33 12 50 12 50
9 5719 i3 22 19 33 12 21
10 14§ I8 124 35 24.1 kX! 28
11 387 26 6.7 127 328 120 31.0
12 248 80 327 17 478 106 433
13 32 7 30 35 15.1 3 147
14 1,228 p2 ] 2.0 76 62 74 6.0
18 27 S 1.8 43 186 36 13.0
16 137 9 6.6 33 241 32 234
17 183 ¥ 213 70 383 67 360
18 252 pc} 9.1 95 377 89 353
19 346 12 35 7 223 8s 246
20 34 13 36 28 7.7 24 6.6
21 o) 12 3.1 38 13.1 k) 117
22 363 o L7 47 13.0 8 10.5
Total 7,587 475 63 1,220 16.1 1.150 152
e /

*Total fall high school dropouts = 678; thercfore, 203 (29.9%) not identified as at risk.
Not at-risk Dropouts/Not at-risk encoltment = Risk rate for not at risk students. 203/2,101 = 2.2.

* *Totat end of year high school dropouts = 1.800; therefore, 580 (32.8%) not identified as at risk.
Not at-risk Dropouts/Not at-risk enroliment = Risk rate for not at-risk students, 580/9,634 = 6.0

*¢*Total fall high school dropouts = 1,748: therefore, 598 (34.2%) not identified as at risk.
Not at-risk Dropouts/Not at-risk enroliment = Rusk rate for not at-rsik students. 598,101 = 6.6

1o
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FIGURE§

DROPOUTS AS FUNCTION OF AT-RISK STATUS
STUDENTS ENROLLED FALL 1939-90,
GRADES 78

. N
END OF FALL SEMESTER END OF SCHOOL YEAR AS OF OCTOBER, 1990
Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts
Risk Category Dropouts*® % of Risk Dropouts*® % of Risk Dropouts*** % of Risk
1989-90 Enrollment 1989.90 Category 1989-90 Category 1989-90 Category
1 PAL 23 109 61 238 60 234
2 288 3 1.0 S 1.7 12 42
3 56 0 0.0 0 0o 2 36
4 N/A - - - - - -
5 127 € 00 4 32 6 4417
6 138 ¢ 00 8 58 6 4.4
7 N/A - - - - - -
8 259 1 ¢4 s | R i1 44
9 Ky} i 03 5 .S ? 22
10 73 6 82 18 27 te 219
Il N/A - - - - - -
12 120 25 208 se 417 46 383
13 N/A - . . - - -
14 %09 7 08 27 io 41 45
15 N/A - . : - - -
16 N/A - - - - .
1? 152 7 46 28 18.4 20 13.2
18 N/A - - - - : -
19 N/A - . - : -
20 82 1 1.2 2 24 4 49
21 B8 13 1?7 44 19 49
2 N/A - - . . .
Totat A 84 26 230 73 250 19

*Total fall middie/junior high school dropouts = 138; therefore, 54(39.1%) not identified as at risk.
Not at-risk DropoutsyNot at-risk caroliment = Risk rate for ot at risk students. $54/5.793 = 0.9.

**Total end of year middiefunior high schoot dropouts = 409; therefore, 179 (43.8%) not identified as at risk.
Not at-risk Dropouts/Not at-risk enroliment = Risk rate {or not at-risk students. 179/6,195 = 2.9.

***Total fall middle/junior high school dropouts = 517; therefore, 267 (51.67) not identified as at nsk.
Not at-risk Dropouts/Not at-nisk enroltment = Risk rate for not at-rsik students. 267/5.793 = 4.6

11
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FIGURE 6
DROPOUTS AS FUNCTION OF AT-RISK STATUS
STUDENTS ENROLLED SPRING 1989-90,

GRADES 9-12
(
END OF SPRING SEMESTER AS OF OCTOBER, 1990 j

Dropouts Dropouts

Risk Category Dropouts* % of Risk Dropouts**® % of Risk

1989.90 Enrsoltment 1989-90 Category 1989-90 Category
1 532 94 17.7 120 226
2 449 16 36 8 18
3 252 9 36 1§ 4.4
4 509 37 11.2 5t 10.0
5 107 5 47 S 47
6 10?7 ? 6.5 8 7.5
7 3 ¢ 0.0 0 6.0
8 22 4 18 9 41
9 544 6 1.1 6 i1
10 107 17 159 16 15.0
11 318 101 318 88 217
12 131 K14 8.2 40 305
13 204 3 13.7 pA] 123
14 1,141 52 4.6 52 4.6
15 254 38 15.0 30 18
16 122 24 19.7 23 18.9
17 137 31 26 27 19.7
18 PLL] 72 5.1 64 31.2
19 259 65 21.7 68 2.7
20 X 15 45 to 48
21 251 26 10.4 23 9.2
22 33 41 124 29 88

\_ Total 6,560 745 114 719 11.0 )

*Totat spring high school dropouts = 1,122; therefore, 377 (33.6%) not identified as at risk.
Not at-risk Dropouts/Not at-risk enroliment = Risk rate for not at risk students. 377/8955 = 4.2

* *Total spring high school dropouts = 1,120; therefore, 401(35.8%) not identified as at risk.
Not at-risk Dropouts/Not at-nisk enrollment = Risk rate for not at-risk students, 4018955 = 4.5,
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Compare those numbers with the 30.36% of students who had
dropped out as of the end of the sixth six weeks who were in fall
oryear-long programs. The 17.64 will produce a more accurate
prediction for dropouts from spring programs than would the
30.36.

As mentioned earlier, we are now calculating separate risk rates
forspring and fa'] by level (high school or middleschool). These
separate risk -ates will provide more accurate predictions of
dropouts ana will provide better comparison of programs to
determine program effectiveness.

What are the results of the applications used in these procedures?

See Attachment 1 for results of the application of these proce-
dures to dropout prevention programs for 1989-90. Thisspecific
cross-program comparison looks at dropout rates as of October,
1990, for students served by dropout prevention programs in the
fall of 1989. Similar charts are available for students served in
the fall as of the end of fall and as spring as of the end of spring
and as of October. See Attachment 2 for results of the applica-
tion of these procedures to the individual campuses.

Comparisons of programs with each other at a specific point in
time can be made by looking at charts similar to Attaciument 1.
If we wish to compare a program with itself across time or
programs with each other at different points in time we need a
chart like the one below.

Program Numbr of Semesters | Following October
i 2
Grades 7-8
AlP Fall 40 76.4 486
Spring 105.0 wis
Mentor (yYear long) 370 1071 9
Teenage Parent  Fall ) 217 2324
Spring | 4657 3193
Grades 9-12
ALC Fall 94.9 205.7 139.0
Spring an 104.0
Renaissance (year long) 89.9 1253 1065
Zenith Fail 87.7 905 106.7
k Spring 69.6 80  /

Trom this type of chart it is possible to detect consistency of
programs across lime, to detect which programs are better in fall
versus spring, and to detect from which programs or which
semcster of service students arc more likely to return to school
in the fall of the following year.

With the realization that this type of chart, while useful, was not
easy to read or interpret, we searched for an alternative presen-
tation format. Aspin-off of this procedure has allowed asimple,

Frazer & Ligon
visual representation of the effectiveness of dropout brograms.
The dropout risk ratio is converted to ++, +,0, -, or -- deter-
mined by the direction and distance of the ratio from 100. Sec
Attachment 3.

Program Risk Rate Ratlo | Effectivences
78

Academic Incentive Program 486 ++
Maator 9.8 o
Tesmnge Parent Center 2324 -

12

PAL s +
Ranalssance 1068 ]
Evening School 1708 -
Effectiveness: 100 (+ or - 10 points) = + or ~ 100 (+ or - 50 points)

v

c +4 or = See Attachment &

IMPORTANCE OF LONGITUDINAL DATA BASES

The importance of well-maintained, longitudinal data bases for
the evaluation of dropout prevention programs cannot be

understated. The decision by ORE in 1984 to create a longitu-
dinal data base to reflec\ .ue dropout status of all AISD secon-
dary students has had ar incalculable impact on local, and even
state, policymaking. All discussions of the dropout issue ulti-
mately revolve around the dropout rare, and without reliable
data would be hypothetical, pointless, and a waste of time.

FDUCATIONAL IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

——— ——— —

This new methodology:

(1) Provides g statistical method for comparing the
effectiveness of dropout prevention programs.

(2) Uses evaluation criteria actually related to the
event of dropout/graduation.

(3) Adjusts for the level of risk of subjects in
different programs.

The capability to identify correctly which programs are success-
ful with at-risk students is critical if dropout intcrvention efforts
are to be effective. With reliable evaluation information, Dis-
trict resources will be effectively targeted. Ineffective dropout
prograius will not continue to drain District and community
resources.

12 1
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ATTACHMENT 1
CROSS-PROGRAM COMPARISON
PREDICTED AND OBTAINED 1989-90 DROPOUT RATES
FALL, 1989
AS OF OCTOBER, 1990
e R
Grades 9-12
Predicted Obtained
Group Dropout Dropout Obsained a8
Program Dropout Risk | Enroliment * Rate # Rate % of P
ALC, Fall, 1989, Behavioral Studnets 472 140 27 19.5 8 PAR 139.0
CIS, Fall, 1989, Grades 9-12 655.4 43 7 15.2 6 14.0 91.5
CVAE, Fall, 1989, Grades 9-12 8,562.1 421 86 203 118 280 1378
Evening School, Fall, 1989, Grades 9-12 2,140 76 21 217 36 474 171.0
GRAD, Fll, 1989, Referral Code = 1, Rev 27514 151 28 182 26 172 94.5
GRAD, Fall, 1989, Referral Code = 3, Rev a2l 207 37 179 36 17.4 910
GRAD, Fall, 1989, Referral Code = 4, Rev 19169 106 19 18.1 k 1 321 1774
Johnston CCP Computer Lab Fall, 1989-90 1,048.1 45 10 233 12 26.7 1145
Johnston Dropout Recovery Program 269.0 23 k) 11.7 5 217 185.9
Mentor, Fall, 1989 13414 i3 13 10.1 12 2.0 89.5
PEAK, Falll, 1989 1,716.7 113 17 15.2 24 212 1398
Renaissance Program at Johnston 751.4 P X 8 81 8 86 106.5
Robbins, Fall, 1989, Grades 9-12 35038 188 kL 186 51 271 1456
Seniors Receiving PAL. Services, Falt 1989 14317 127 14 113 12 94 838
Teenage Parent Center, Fall, 1989 1,791.9 im 18 16.1 51 459 2846
Transitional Academic Program 5979 74 6 8.1 15 20.3 2509
Zenith, Fall, 1989, Grades 9-12 55308 210 55 263 5¢ 281 106.7
TOTAL 40,4188 2261 404 179 543 240 1343
- —
( ™
Grades 7-8
Predicted Obtained
Group Dropout Dropout Obigined as af
Program Dropout Risk Enrollment # Raste # Rate % of Predicted
Academic Incentive Program, Fall, 1989 617.2 56 6 11.0 3 54 486
ALC, Fall, 1989, Behsvioral Studnets 758.5 82 8 9.2 2t 256 2769
ALC,, Fall, 1989, Overage Students, Grade 1,741.5 74 17 235 38 514 2182
CIS, Fall, 1989, Grades 6-8 2662 25 3 106 5 2.0 1878
CVAE, Fall, 1989, Grades 6-8 3490 65 3 54 4 6.2 1146
Juniors Receiving PAL Services, Fall 1,.294.0 180 13 7.2 13 7.2 100.5
Mentor. Fall, 1989 803.8 9 8 8.1 8 8.1 9.5
Robbins, Fall, 1989, Grades 6-8 2.105.1 102 21 2006 4? a2 1995
Tecnage Parent Center, Fall, 1989, Grade 1721 10 2 17.2 4 400 2324
WIN, Falt, 1989, Grades 7-8 276.8 8 3 73 ? 18.4 2529
TOTAL 83842 731 84 115 145 198 1729
- A
15
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ATTACHMENT 2

PREDICTED AND OBTAINED DROPOUT RATES
AS OF END OF SIXTH SIX WEEKS 1989-90

Predicted Obtasined

Srowp Dropouts Oropouts Qbtained as a

Dropout Risk Enrotiment ¥ Rate ] Rete X of Predicted

ALC 27038.4 184 27 185 60 38.6 222.0
Anderson 12036.0 1427 120 8.4 o7 6.8 80.6
Austin 1.7 1775 171 9.8 198 11.2 116.4
Bowie 19023.1 2238 190 8.5 ™ 3.4 40.0
Crockett 19239.5 1870 192 10.3 137 7.4 7.9
Johnston 22146.5 1755 221 12.6 301 17.3 137.1
LB 10994.3 1371 110 8.0 61 45 56.1
Lenier 17190.4 1604 172 10.7 224 14.1 131.6
McCallum 14523.4 1423 145 10.2 126 9.0 88.2
eagan 15457.8 1429 158 10.8 170 12.0 110.9
obbins 3664 .5 209 37 17.5 56 27.5 156.8
Travis 16150.4 1486 162 10.9 128 8.7 80.0
Subtotal 170207.0 16751 1702 10.2 1633 9.8 96.4
Evening HS 29215 137 29 21.3 48 46.2 216.6
Austin Stat 3564.6 43 4 8.5 7 163 192.3
Development 711.0 52 T 13.7 2 4.0 29.3
Rio Grande 803.0 45 8 178 13 29.5 165.3
Homebound 183.1 22 2 8.3 1 45 S6.1
Mary Lee 223.8 2 2 9.3 10 41.7 &47.2
Ctifton 2604.7 106 26 2.6 $ 3.8 15.5
Teenage Par 3243.0 198 32 16.4 85 43.4 265.0
Shoat Creek 112.3 15 1 75 2 13.3 177.6
Chitdren Ce 6.0 1 e 4.0 e 0.0 0.0
Subtotat 11172.8 643 112 17.4 172 28.4 163.4
Total 181379.8 17394 1814 10.4 1805 10.5 100.7
ALC 2823.5 223 a8 1.7 8% 30.9 315.1
Bedichek 2534.7 682 5 3.7 16 2.3 61.9
Surnet 2591.2 866 26 3.9 2 3.9 100.2
Covington 3012.0 o029 30 3.2 3 03 9.3
Dodie 2237.0 611 22 3.7 21 3.4 02.9
Fulmore 2287.1 V13 23 3.7 1% 3.1 83%.1
Keating 3005.0 807 3 3.7 13 1.6 43.0
Lamar 2045.0 543 20 38 15 2.8 76.3
Martin 3,79.8 7 I 45 N 4.2 3.9
Nendez 2449.9 684 26 3.6 ® 13 36.3
Murchison 3199.1 rer 32 44 7T 1.0 22.7
0. Renry 1701.3 458 17 3.7 8 .7 45.8
Pearce 2506.6 573 26 4.2 3 s.2 123.8
Porter 2736.4 749 ar 3.7 a1 2.8 76.6
Robbins 2598.4 130 26 20.0 62 47.7 218.6
Subtotast 3¢107.0 N7 391 4.3 372 4.1 96.2
Austin Stat 217.4 48 2 4.5 7 14.6 322.4
Pevelopment 29.0 10 ¢ 2.9 ¢ o.0 0.0
Rio Grande 8§47.5 46 4 9.7 & 8.7 89.4
Homebound 106.7 9 1 11.9 3 333 280.¢
Mary Lee 9.6 23 1 3.0 5 21.7 "Mr.t
Teenage Par 309.0 32 3 e.7 8 25.0 258.9
Shost Creek 69.6 24 1 2.9 5 20.8 nr.2
Children Ce 8.7 3 e 2.9 8 0.0 0.0
Subtotat 1257.5 19% 13 6.4 2 16.4 254.3
Total 403645 9348 &6 4.3 404 4.3 0.8

b
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ATTACHMENT 3
EFFECTIVENESS OF DROPOUT PROGRAMS
SWTCMS
PROGRAM 3 2 ) FALL SERING
Grodes 9- Cost “Funding| Dropouts Attendance Discipline Fs GPA | Dropouts Attendance Discipline Fs GPA
ALC Beh. $5$ L - c e e + o 0
CCP (Johnston) $$ L - - - 0 e o 2 V] 0 0
Cis s E 0 - - 0 - 0 .- -- o -
CVAE £+ 3 L - * + 0 0 0 - . 0 -
DO Rec. (Jan 90) S 1] - +*- 0 + -
Evening School $$8 L .- - - -- -- .
GRAD-1 CIn School) sss & 0 0 0 o o 0 .- 0 6 o
GRAD-2 (S'd/E’d) s E - T-- 0 0 - .- v - 0
GRAD-3 (Bropouts) $8$ E 0 - + 0 + -- - - o 0
GRAD-4 (Truant) 1 E -- 4] > 0 0 -- - * 0 1]
Mentor $ L + 0 + )] - + - + o -
PAL s € . 0 + 0 0 ++ -- o 0o o
PEAK ss L - (] -- 0 . - -- - 0 o
Renaissance s L 0 - - + + - -- . e
Robbins $$$ L - . - 0 0 . - 4+ 6 0o
TAP (Fall only) $5$ L -- - .-
Teen Parent Center 38 L .- -- . + . .- .- 0 0 -
Touch (New Spg ‘90) $ 0 + -- .- 0 .
Zenith s L 0 ++ + + - + - + 0 )]
S
AlP $$$ L +*e - s + oy 0 .- .- ¢ +
ALC Beh. 58 L .- - *e -
ALC Overage 38 L .- + PN .-
Cts $ (3 - + -n + - - .- - 0 0
CVAE $s L - 0 - 0 0 * 0 0 ¢ 0
HSSE (New Spg ‘90)} $ E + ) -- [\ 0
Mentor $ E 0 + + 0 0 + - - 4] 0
PAL 3 E 0 o - 0 . + - 0 0 0
Robbins $$$ L - + + + - . - - 0 .
Teen Parent Center £33 L .- oy V] - .- 0
WIN $s$$ L -- + + . o -- - 0 . )
11:ost zFunding ?’Program Impact:
(1 to381: 1= Low E = External Positive = + Strongly positive = ++
3 = High L = Loecat Negative = - Strongly negative = --
0 = None No Change = 0 A Blank = Insufficient nunbers or Does not apply
16
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PROGRAM SENESTER OR YEAR-LONG?

ALC Beh. = Atternative Learning Center students with behavioral preblems . . . . . . « . . . §
CCP (Johnston) = Computer competencies program at Joknston High . . . . . .« . . . « . . +« S
Cis = Communities inSchools . . . . . . .+ +« & + & &« & & o & & 4 & « &« & « . 8
CVAE = Coordinated Vocational Academic Education . . . . . . . . . . . + « .« « .+ + . 8§
DO Rec. = Dropout Recovery in January 90 st Johnston Bfgh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . §
Evening School = Evening schoof . . . . . . . . . . « & 4 4+« 4 4 4 e . - . S8
GRAD-1 = In school students who the intervention specielists served (Grant Resesrch About Dropouts) . S
GRAD-2 = Suspended or expelted students who the intervention speciatists contscted . . . . . . S
GRAD-3 = Students who were already dropouts who the intervention specialists worked with . . . . §
GRAD-4 = Students who were in school but absent 9-29 days who the intervention specislists served . S
Mentor = Mentor T £
PIL = Peer Assistamce keadership . . . . .+ .+ .+ o & « & ¢ + 4 4 = 4 « + « = « a S
PEAK = Practical, Effective, Appropriste Kmowledge . . . . . . . . . . .+ . .+ . . . . S
Renaissance = Math-reading-l(anguage arts block of ®th graders at Jobnston . . . . . . . . . Y
Robbins = Attermative school . . . . . . + . « . . . . - . 4 e e . e e . . . 8
TAP = Transitional Academic Program . . . . . . « + & & =« s o o « o « o a 2 =« . S
Teen Parent Center = Campus for pregnant girls . . . . . . « + =« « +« a + o =« o+ =« o+ S
Touch = counseling and tutoring at Crockett . . .+« &« +« « « « o & o o o o =+ o =+ « - 8

Zenith = individualized curriculum conNtracts . . .« « + 2 2 =+ o o o o = o o o o o S

GRADES 7-8

AIP = Academic fncentive Program . . . . . . . + . 4« + &+ 4+ 4 4 4 = = & a4 - = .« S
ALC Beh. = Alternative Learning Center students with behavioral problems . . . . . . . . . . §
ALC Overage = ALC students who were sent there because of theirage . . . . . . . . . . . §
CIS = Communities inSchools . . . . . . . . « & . + . & 4 4 e s e s« 2 e« = - S

CVAE = Coordinated Vocational Academic Education - . . .« . « +« 2 o o = 2 &« = = =2 + - S

NSS! = Hispanic student scholarship initiative where UT students tutored average achievers . . . . S
Mentor = MeNTOr . . . . + & . 4+ e 4 e 4 e e e e e s e e e e e s e e e e Y
PAL = Peer Assistance Leadership . . . . - & ¢« « & =« « & o o « + & = <« + o « . 8
Robbins = Alternative school . . . . . . . . .« & & o « ¢ 4 4 e 4 4 s+ e e - . 8
Teen Parent Center = Campus for pregnant girls . . . . . . . . . . . . « « - + . . §

WIN = Work incentive program for bordertine-of-failing sttdents . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¥

.......................................................................................................................

DECISION RULES

All areas of impact are calcutated during the semester in question with two exceptions. Attendance and disciptine at the
ALC are measured after the semester, and all areas of impact for Dropout Recovery are measured for the spring of 1990,

Differentials

A program is categorized as year-long if 60% or more Attendance: 2 points (+ or -1; 5 or more points {¢+ or --]
of the same students were enrolled in it for both Discipline: 2 points [+ or ~1; 5 or more points [++ or --)
semesters. Fs : 1 point [+ or -1; 2 or more points (++ or --]
GPA : 2 points [+ or -1; 5 or more points [++ or --]
Dropouts :10 points [+ or -1;50 or more points [++ or --]
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